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The following guidance presents EPA policy for enforcement of 
VE violations against sources which are meeting applicable mass 
emission standards. 

A Headquarters guidance memorandum issued on June 2, 1981. 
states that where a power plant is in violation of a visible 
emission limit, but concurrently achieved the mass emission 
requirements, a revision of the visible emission limit for that 
source may be an appropriate regulatory response and this might 
justify giving lower priority to enforcing the VE limit in the 
interim while the limit is being revised. The June 2nd guidance 
vas initially written to address oil-fired power plants, but has 
been expanded to include other stationary sources which are 
subject to both mass emission and visible emission standards. 
Regional response to that memo requested clarification concerning 
what criteria should be used in determinina when this auidance is 
applicable. 
guidance issued on this subject. 

The policy presented below supersedes the-previous 

Please note that this'guidance is not intended to  address 
whether or not VE requirements are an independent, enforceable 
part of a SIP. We believe they should be and, absent something in 
the SIP to the contrary, we believe they are. In addition, we are 
not suggesting enforcement action against VE violations be taken 
only when accompanied by a fully documented mass violation. 
Rather. there are circumstances as identified below vhere VE is _ _ _  ~ ~ 

basiciily a surrogate for mass emissions and consequently it would 
be a waste of scarce resources to proceed with a VE enforcement 
action when we believe mass standards are bei ng met. 
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Most visible emission standards were developed as a practical 

and'' economic means for determining whether emission control 
equipment, necessary for a source to meet a mass emission limit, 
is continuously maintained and properly operated. n instances 

rocess emission sources, or where accurate emission testing-is 
fot possible, visible emission standards are the vehicle for 
airectly regulating particulate emissions and are not sublect to 
the guidance provided in thi s memo. 

where no mass emission limit is applicable, such as b 

It is our policy not to pursue visible emission violations 
where we believe it is probable that the source is in compliance 
with the mass standard. If a source has documented its compliance 
with the mass standard, we should evaluate the case to d e t e u  
if there is reason to believe that there have been any changes in 

representation of its current compliance status with respect to 
the mass standard. 
stated in this memorandum w u l d  be effective. If there have been 
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If there have been no such changes, the policy 

any significant changes, further action might be appropriate. I 
a Only Ffter these areas have been investigated should 

. consideration be given to revising the visible emis= standard. 
Of course, it will b e necessary to consider the effect of any 
relaxation of visible emission limits on attainment ana 
maintenance of the ambient standards where VE was relied upon in 
the State's control strateqy evaluation. Where appropriate, thcs 
option should be discussed with the State agency as an acceptable 

,) 
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means of resolving the violation. However, the State may have 

amropriately the State's decision to make. In any case, under 
this condition, pursuit of an enforcement action by EPA would not 

- - reasons for not wanting to change the standard and -6 

* -  II normally be a lustified use of resources. 

If you have any questions or comments about this issue or 
application of this policy, please feel free to call Richard 
Wilson at 755.-2977 or Edward Reich at 302-2007. 
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